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India through the Suez Canal; that we have never forti-
fied Cyprus; that instead of commanding the Mediterra-
nean we are exposed along its whole length to a flank
attack from the powerful navies of France and Italy;
and that, though we hold nearly half the shares in the
Canal Company, and supply about four-fifths of its
annual income, we are not able to control the Suez
Canal, and have consented for years to suffer great in-
convenience in our trade rather than adopt high-handed
measures with regard to it. And further, we are at the
present moment taking the lead in proposals to neutra-
lize it The island of Perim has not been made into a
fortified station commanding the southern entrance to
the Red Sea, the weak works upon it being adapted only
to repulse attacks on the lighthouse by predatory Arabs1;
and the Red Sea itself is no more an English mare clausum
than is the Atlantic Ocean. I do not suppose Mr Elaine
knew what was meant by a mare clausum when he wrote
the sentence in which the phrase occurs. It signifies in
International Law a sea over which territorial dominion
is exercised by a power claiming to possess it in full
sovereignty, as opposed to a sea which belongs to no
state, but is left as a common highway for all mankind.
The old claims to exclusive sovereignty over vast tracts
of open ocean have been expressly or tacitly withdrawn
for generations past. No sea is now a mare clausum
unless it is practically an inland lake, entirely surrounded
by the land territory of a single state. It is true that
there are one or two English settlements on the shores
of the Red Sea; but there are French and Italian settle-
ments also: and Mr Elaine could assert that it was a

1 Earl Granville to Mr West, Jan. 7, 1882.